The Explanation of the Invalidity of the Statement: "He committed 
Shirk but didn't become a Mushrik", in Terms of the Arabic 

Language 
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Verily, the one who has committed Shirk al-Akbar is called with it (i.e. 
Shirk ) due to the presence of the essence of Shirk within him. It's not possible to 
call him Muslim because he cannot be a Muslim when the reality of Islam has by 
no means been established in him. And these people (who claim the opposite) 
envisage a muslim who is at the same time a Mushrik. But some of them when 
this is said to them -out of their ignorance of the simplest matter in the language- 
deny and say: "We acknowledge that the muslim has committed Shirk al-Akbar, 
but he's not a Mushrik." 


The word " Mushrik " in Arabic is the active participle (^') from the 
verb "Ashraka / And the active participle has the meaning of the verb. 

Because of this, it is permissible (for the active participle) to be placed to the 
position of the verb and to do the function of it (the verb) in the sentence. So, it 
is permissible to be said "Zayd associated something with Allah" ( AW Aj 
Ah) likewise that is also permissible to be said "Zayd is the one who associates 
something with Allah (i.e. Zayd is a Mushrik in Allah)" (.(Ah AW A.j And 
there is no difference between two with regard to the origin of the meaning. Just 
as your saying "Zayd drinks alcohol” (\ y ^ hjh ^j) and "Zayd is the one who 
drinks alcohol (i.e. Zayd is a drinker of an alcohol)" (.('^^ ^0 And 

"something" and "alcohol" in these two sentences are objects either for the verb 
or for the active participle. So now, how can a person come and and say "Zayd 
drinks alcohol" -though he acknowledges his drinking alcohol is being 
actualized- "But he is not the one who drinks alcohol because he is an ignorant 
and the ignorant is excused "? However in such a case the accurate thing to be 
said: "Zayd drank alcohol though he was ignorant about the prohibition of 
drinking alcohol with the considerable ignorance." In other words, he has 
actualized the essence of drinking and he is without doubt a drinker. But 
(applying) the judgment of drinking falls behind because of the ignorance (of 
him). 


[Abu Hamzah al-Afghani, Kitabu-l-Islam wa Adillatihi, 44-45] 


https://www.facebook.com/TheTmeTawheed/ 
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